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Callaway 233 Dellwood 524

Cambridge 2220 Dennison 203

Canby 2147 Detroit Lakes 6352

Carlos 278 Dodge Center 1603

Carlton 884 Duluth & sur- 100,578
rounding areas

Carver 669
Eagan 10,398

Cass Lake City 1317
(city garbage from Eagle Bend 557
general acct. funds)

East Bethel 2586
Centerville 534

Echo 356
Chaska 5398

Eden Prairie 6938
Chatfield 1885

Eden Valley 776
Claremont 520

Edina 44,046
Clarissa 599

Elk River 2252
Clements 252

Elkton 134
Coleraine 1086
(part out of general fund) Elrosa 203

(split between indiv.
Cologne 518 and city)

Coon Rapids 20,505 Erskine 521

Cottage Grove 13,419 Eyota Village 639

Crosslake 894 Fairfax 1432

Crystal 30,925 Farmington 3104

Currie 368 Fertile 955

Danmark Flensburg 259

Dayton 2675 Floodwood 650

Deephaven 2853 Foley 1271



Forest Lake 3207

Foxhome 185

Freeport 593

Fridley 29,233

Garvin 210

Gem Lake 216

Glenville 740

Glenwood 2584

Golden Valley 24,246

Goodview 1829

Grand Meadow 869

Granite Falls 3225

Greenbush 787

Greenfield 977

Greenwood 5~7

Grey Eagle 325

Hammond 179

Hanley Falls 265

Hardwick 274
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Hayward

Hewitt

Hokah

Hollandale

Houston

Hugo

Isle

Jackson

Jasper

Jeffers

Jenkins

Karlstad

Kasson

Kennedy

Kenyon

Kettle River

Kiester

Lake Elmo

Lake Lillian

261

198

697

287

1090

2669

551

3550

754

436

148

727

1883

424

1575

173

681

3565

316

Hastings (see also 14195
special taxes)

Harris (See also 559
bag system)

Hartland

Hayfield

331

939

Lake Park

Lake Wilson

Lakefield

Lakeland Shore

Lakeville

658

378

1820

72

7556



Mendota Heights 6565

Lancaster

Lanesboro (option
for bag system

La Prairie

Lauderdale

Lexington

Lino Lakes

Little Falls

Little Sauk

Littlefork

Long Beach

Long Lake

Longville

Loretto

Lucan

Madison

Maple Grove

Mapleview

Maplewood

382

850

413

2530

2165

3692

7467

824

219

1506

171

340

254

2242

6275

328

25,186
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Medina

Menahga

Middle River

Millerville

Minnetonka

Minnetrista

Moorhead

Morristown

Motley

Mound on Lake
Minnetonka

MqundsView

New Brighton

New Hope

New DIm

New Munich

New York Mills

North Branch

2396

835

369

109

35,776

2878

29,687

659

331

7572

10,599

19,507

23,180

13,051

307

791

1106

Marietta 264 North Oaks Village 2002

Marine on St. Croix 513

Marshall 9886

Mazeppa 498

McGregor 331

McIntosh 753

North St. paul

Northfield

Northome

Norwood

Oak Park Heights

11,950

10,235

351

1058

1256
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Oakdale:

Odin

7795

166

Rollingston,e

Roseau

450

2552

Red Wing (rural area)
12,834

St. Louis Park 48,883
(Yr. bill = $42/residence)

St. Paul 309,866
(service to 15,500
pvt. ha4ler$ to 47,000
6-10,000 - no collection
service at all)

~047

149

.685

897

4027
; i " "

1130

123

5587

3611

1021

34,438

10,978

Rosemount

Roseville

Rush City

Rutledge

St. AnthonY

Savage

st. F;re:tr:J.c;i.s

st. Bonifac;i.l,ls
, ., " I

St. Paul Park

St. Michael

Shoreview

Shafer

670

199

6787:

~772

192Q

49:9

;V~3$

2143

1640

803

2093

18,077

3660

3123

197

589

Onamia

Orono

Ormsby

Park Rapids

Paynesville

Pine River

Racine

Raymond

Pine City

Pine Island

Pequot Lakes

Perham

Plainview

Plymouth

Prior Lake

Proctor

Revere

Rice

Richfield

Rock Ci·ty

Rockville

166

366

47,231

302

544

Shorewood

Silver Lake

Skyline

South st. Paul

Spring Lake Park

Spring Valley

25,016

6417

2672
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MUNICIPALITIES UTILIZING BAG SYSTEM

FOR

tOLLECTION OF SOLID WASTE

Municipalities

Adams

Ashby

Balaban

Barrett

Battle Creek

Beaver Creek

Browns Valley

Brinvnsdale

Clara City

Cottonwood

Courtland

Dalton

Elbow Lake

Elizabeth

Erdahl

Population

771

4'15

649

342

235

906

625

1491

794

300

221

1484

188

Munic:i,palities

Lafayette

Lamberton

LeRoy

Lyle

Lynd

Melrose

Morton

Nashua

New Auburn Village

NOIlcross

Pemberton

Prinsburg

Red Lake Falls

Rose Creek

St. Clair

Population

498

962

tl70

522

267

2273

591

114

274

137

128

448

1740

390

488

Fairmont

Gaylord

Hanska

Herman

Heron Lake

Hoffman

Kandiyohi

Kasota

10,751

1720

442

619

777

627

295

732

Sargeant (balance 85
paid w/federal rev.
sharing)

Tintah 167

Truman 1137

Underwood 278

Wendell 247

West Concord 718

Winthrop 1391

Municipalities
Reporting

Total Population

45

38.,109
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MUNICIPALITIES INCLUDING BILLING

FOR SOLID WASTE COLLECTION ON

WATER, SEWER/UTILITIES BILL

Municipalities Population

Adrian 1350

Albany 1559

Alberta 140

Alvarado 302

Audubon 297

Aurora 2531

Blaine 20,568

Blooming Prairie 1804

Brandon 414

Brewster 563

Bricelyn 470

Chokio 455

Clarks Grove (split 480
between utility &
gen. revenue)

Cleveland 492

Cokato 1735

Cosmos 570

Dassel 1058

Dawson 1699

Delavan 281

Dilworth 2321

Donelly 252

Municipalities

Eagle Lake

Easton

Ells.worth

Elmore

Eveleth

Excelsior

Fosston

Frazee

Fulda

Gibbon

Grygla

Halstad

Hamburg

Hancock
Harmony
Hawley

Henderson

Hendricks

Hills

Howard Lake

Hutchinson

Jordan

Kinney

Population

839

352

588

910

4721

2563

1684

1015

1226

877

211

598

405

806
1130
1371

730

712

571

1162

8142

1836

325



Kerkhoven

Lake City

Le Sueur

Lester Prairie

Luverne

Mabel

Madison Lake

Mankato

Maple Lake

Minneota

Montivideo

Mora

Morgan

Nielsville

Northfield

Ogema

Ogilvie

Oklee

Olivia

Osakis

Pipestone

Preston

Redwood Falls

Rothsay

Rushmore

Russell

641

3857

3745

1162

4703

888

587

30,895

1124

1320

5729

2582

972

156

10,235

236

384

536

2553

1306

5328

1413

4774

448

394

398
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Sacred Heart 707

Sartell 2027

Sebeka 668

Shakopee 7904

Silver Bay 3504

Sleepy Eye 2530

Spring Grove Village 1290

Springfield 2530

St. Peter 8339

Starbuck 1138

Stewart 666

Stillwater 10,208

Thief River Falls 8618

Verndale 570

Vernon Center 347

Vesta 330

Walters 152

Waterville 1539

Waverly 573

Wells 2791

Wheaton 2029

White Bear Lake 23,313

Wilmont 390

Winton 193

Worthington 9916

Municipalities
Reporting 95

Total population 250,753
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MUNICIPALITIES FINANCING SOLID WASTE COLLECTION

OUT OF

PROPERTY/REAL ESTATE TAXES
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Appendix B

This appendix includes the calculations

made to determine the amount of revenue that

would be generated by the third alternative,

recycling tax as a percentage of the solid

waste collection bill.
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REVENUE ESTIMATE FOR RECYCLING TAX

Available data ind.icates that roughly $2.78 per house-

hold per month or $33 per household per year is e:x;pended for

solid waste collection. The U. S. Bureau of the Census states

that an average household in 1971 contained 3.19 persons.*

These two figures were used in the following calculations.

Separate Billing

Population: 1,543,323
Population/3.19 = 483,800 households
Households X $33/year = $15,965,400 = amount spent/year

Charges Included On Utility Bill

Population: 250,753
Population/3~19 = 78,60~ households
Households X $33/year = $2,593,998 = amount spent/year

Bag System

Population: 38,109
Population/3~19 = 11,946 households
Households X $33/year = $394,218 = amount spent/year

Charges Assessed Via Property or Real Estate Taxes

Population: 544,222
Population/3.19 = 170,603 households
Households X $33/year = $5,629,899 = amount spent/year

Total revenue expended per year on
solid waste collection

A 4% tax would generate

A 5% tax would generate

$24,583,515

983,341

1,229,176

* U. S. Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1972 (93rd edition) p. 38.
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Appendix C

This appendix includes the letters

received regarding the alternatives dis­

cussed in the body of the report.
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ague of minnesota municipalities

November 12, 1974

Mr. Grant J. Merritt
Executive Director
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
1935 W. County Road B2
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

RE: Alternatives to funding the recycling and resource recovery program

ATTN: Ms. Constance C. Ennenga
Research Scientist

Dear Mr. Merritt:

We have reviewed the several alternative proposals for funding the P.C.A. comprehensive
recycling and resource recovery program. These funding sources included: a penny tax
on containers; the 15~ per cubic yard user fee; a penny a pound; and a percent tax on
the collection bill.

We concur with the effort to initiate a comprehensive recycling and resource recovery
program, to conserve material and energy resources and to reduce the total amount of
solid waste. However, in view of the importance of these efforts, they should be sup­
ported by state general revenues and need not be self-funding.

This position was adopted by the League membership at its annual meeting and will be
our position in the 1975-1976 legislative sessions.

- ...
Mentor C. ddicks, Jr.
Legislative Counsel

MCA:1s

.::I:!UiC-!, /li]C] ':;r:=:r:1L-T 3t;r"]13!.;,:3reJint pc"jul, minnesota 55101 (612J 222-28[3 i



Public Works Phone 935-3381

-6~-~

320 Washington Av. South, Hopkins, Minnesota 55343

I

I I
!

HeNNePIN COUNTY

3 December 1974

Ms. Constance C. Ennenga
Research Scientist
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
1935 West County Road B2
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Dear Connie:

I have reviewed the proposed "Container Tax Act" which proposes
establishing a ~one cent per container tax on containers used in
Minnesota. I have also discussed this proposed tax with other
Hennepin County Environmental Division staff and, as you recall,
this was discussed in an informal meeting held at the Pollution
Control Agency on November 7th to discuss this tax.

It is not necessary to state in this letter all the pros and cons
of this proposed tax and other alternatives available to fund a
resource recovery grants-in-aid program. After considering the
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, it is my opinion
that in consideration of the amount of funds needed and in con­
sideration of the purpose of the grant-in-aid program, the best
funding source would be the general tax rather than another special
tax.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed container
tax.

ml1~
David G. Winter .
Management Analyst
Environmental Division

DGW/lp
cc: Luther D. Nelson, P.E.

Chief, Environmental Division
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Metropolitan
Inter-County
Council

December 13, 1974

55 SHERBURNE

ST, PAUL, MINNESOTA 55103

(AREA CODE 612) 222-5823

OFFICERS

Chairman
Commissioner TIlOrnas E. Ticen

Hennepin County

Vice Chairman
Commissioner John Finley

Ramsey County

Treasurer
Commissioner Don L. Cafferty

Washington County

Secretary
Commissioner Mrs. Donald M. DeCourcy

Ramsey County

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Commissioner LeRoy H. Johnson
Anoka County

Commissioner Albert A. Kordiak
Anoka County

Commissioner ~forris J. Anderson
Carver County

Commissioner Edward Schneider
Carver County

Commissioner Ernest Ahlberg
Dakota County

Commissioner Gerald Hollenkamp
Dakota County

Commissioner Richard Hanson
Hennepin County

Commissioner Thomas L. Olson
Hennepin County

Commissioner William Koniarski
Scott County

Commissioner Marvin Oldenburg
Scott County

Commissioner Peter E. Tibbetts
Washington County

Commissioner Henry W. Berg
Wright County

Commissioner Lowell Zachman
Wright County

STAFF

James C, Shipman
Executive Director

Ralph L. McGinley
Deputy Director

Diane Gillen
Office Manager

Ms. Connie Ennenga
Research Scientist
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
1935 W. County Road B2
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Dear Ms. Ennenga:

For your information, I am writing to communicate the
recent policy action of the Metropolitan Inter-County
Council with regard to the extension and further funding
of the PCA Resource Recovery Grants-in-Aid Program. On
December 11, 1974 in regular session, the Board of Directors
of MICC adopted the following pOlicy position:

The Metropolitan Inter-County Council endorses
and supports 'theextension'of'the'MPCA'Resource
Recovery'Grants":'in":'AidProgram'for'thenext'biennium
and the funding of such a 'program' from the' State
gerieralreveriuefund.

I would like to thank you for including MICC in
your discussions over the past year on this matter and
commend you and your staff on an objective and credible
review of the problems. The overriding conclusion of MICC
as reflected in the afore stated pOlicy, is that the
administrative difficulties and problems of equity which
stem from a "special revenue source" are prohibitive for
consideration. The general revenue fund, on the other hand,
does provide logic and equity considering the conclusion
that resource recovery is in fact "everybody's problem".

If we can provide you with additional information,
or address these concerns further, do not hesitate to
contact our office.

Ral L. McGinley
Deputy Director

RLM/cs
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